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UNITARIANS DEFENDED BY THEIR 
OPPONENTS. 

No charge has been re-iterated with more 
frequency and severity against our denomina- 
tion, than that of attempting to mutilate and 
undermine the sacred records. In conse- 
quence of the prodigious influx of new and 
valuable information, which has come to 
Jight during the last and present centuries 
respecting the ancient manuscripts of the Bi- 
ble it was natural that those Christians whose 
reverence for that sacred book was profound, 
sincere, and diseriminating, should feel an 
anxious desire to know whether it had really 
come down to us uncorrupted andentire. The 
innumerable copies of it which must have 
been inultiplied through so long a lapse of 
years—the necessity that those copies, before 
the invention of the art of printing, should ex- 
ist ina written state—the probable haste, fraud, 
and carelessness of mercenary or interested 
transcribers—these, and several other obvious- 
ly supposable accidents, would render it, in 
the eyes of every reflecting man, a perpetual 
miracle, if the Bible had escaped them all, 
and existed to day in exactly the same condi- 
tion, word for word, and letter for letter, as 
when it came from the hands of its original 
composers. Accordingly, the first question 
was, whether the authors of our present trans- 
tation of the Bible used such printed editions 
er written copies of the original as were drawn 
from the most authentic sources. On exam- 
ination, it was discovered, not merely by Uni- 
tarians, but by men of themost undoubted at- 
tachment to the other side of the question, that 


there are really in existence manuscripts of 

















more ancient date, and of vastly greater au- 
thenticity, than those which had been disco- 
vered, or at least were well and generally 
known, at the time our English translation 
was executed. On comparing these several 
sources with the original of our English Bi- 
ble, it was found that there were a very large 
number of small and unimportant differen- 
ces between them, and some few of more 
considerable significance. Among other in- 
stances of discrepancy, the most celebrated 
is that in the 5th chapter of the Ist epistle of 
John. The disputed words arethese: There 
are three that bear record in heaven; the Fa- 
ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghost: v. 7. 
Now, if the Apostle Jobn really wrote these 
words, those who reverence the Bible will 
receive them, and interpret their meaning ac- 
cording to the reason,which partly for the sake 
of understanding difficult passages, God has 
given us: Butif John never wrote them, those 
who truly reverence the Bible will be as anxious 
to have them expunged, as they would to 
keep the Apocrypha from the sacred code, ot 
to prevent a whole chapter out of the heathen 
Plato from being bound up as a part of the 
Christian Scriptures. What then is the fact 
with regard to this unfortunate text? Among 
a vast number of Greek Manuscripts from the 
fourth century down to the 16th, there is on- 
ly a single one, which contain the words in 
dispute, and that manuscript is allowed on all 
sides to be of a very recent date. But what 
is the most striking fact of all, and renders 
the evidence against this suspicious verse too 
strong to be evaded by any counter arguments 
or considerations, is, that there is a long cat- 
alogue of authors running through all the ages 
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of the church, from the second to the sixteenth 
century, who, in their controversies with 
Unitarians, (for Unitarianism, reader, is not 
a new doctrine, though the name is modern, ) 
have never once attended in the remotest man- 
ner to this text, although it makes, at first 
sight, so strongly for their cause; and although 
they quote texts immediately before, and im- 
mediately after it. And why did they not 
quote it ? Couple this fact with what we know 
was the case with regard to all existing Greek 
Manuscripts, and the conclusion is not to be 
resisted, that the text does not belong to the 
Bible. Is your mind, reader, still hesitating 
about coming to this conclusion? Observe, 
then, that not only the Greek Manuscripts.but 
the most ancient Latin manuscripts are with- 
out the verse in question. How came it to be 
omitted ? Satisfy us, and we will adopt it as 
a portion of the Bible with all our souls, though 
without the least embarassment on our parts, 
since the whole verse is really no stronger in 
favour of the doctrine of the Trinity, than 
that much mistaken sentence, J and my Fa- 
ther are one. But merely because it happens 
to have been accidentally and unhappily in- 
troduced into our English translation, at a 
time when the lights of the Reformation had 
not extended so far as to throw much lustre 
on the condition of the sacred text, it is to us, 
a matter of astonishment, how many,who pro- 
fess an abhorrence of innovation, a love and 
and reverence for antiquity, and an invulne- 
rable attachment to uncorrupted scripture, 
should be so strenuous for the preservation of 
a verse, which is itself a palpable inno- 
vation, which has no antiquity to support it, 
and which is a decided corruption of the true 
scripture. Yet such is the inconsistency pro- 
duced by a blinded attachment to system, that 
many Trinitarians have regarded their fellow 
Christians witha sentiment bordering very 
nearly on abhorrence,for attempting to restore 
the Bible to its original purity. Some will 
hear no argument whatever on the subject. 
Looking on our present English translation 
with as much reverence, as if it came imme- 
diately out of the hands of God, they Natu- 








rally set down all those who-doubt its perfec- 
tion as sacrilegious and impious monsters. 
Others there are, more reasonable and learn- 
ed, who have attempted to maintain the au- 
thenticity of the spurious text in John, and 
to account for its absence from all the best 
manuscripts. And it is exactly on this point 
that Trinitarians have come to an issue among 
themselves; a very few still adhering to the 
genuineness of the disputed sentence, while 
the vast majority of those who profess to be 
at all competent to decide the question, have 
given up the point, and have laboured as zea- 
lously for the exclusion of the surreptitious 
intruder as the most intrepid Unitarian who 
ever encountered wrath and obloquy for puri- 
fying the records of his faith. Professor Por- 
son, in some points of view, the greatest 
Greek scholar whom England ever produced, 
was acknowledged by the Christian world 
about twenty years ago to have set the matter 
at rest. The Eclectic Review, which is the 
oracle of the non-conformist Trinitarians in 
England, long since gave in its adhesion to 
the right side of the question. And in the 
course of this very year, the Quarterly Re- 
view for March, in consequence of some re- 
cent, but abortive attempts, to lift up the repu- 
tation of the factitious verse from where it had 
been so long lying dead in the dust, has de- 
voted an article to the subject, which fora 
profusion of the choicest erudition, and an 
array of the most resistless arguments, has no 
rival in that celebrated publication. In con- 
sequence of this article, no attempt will pro- 
bably be again made in the course of the pre- 
sent generation to defend the interpolated text 
in John. It should be remembered, especi- 
ally that the Quarterly Review is the organ of 
the high orthodoxy of church and state in En- 
gland, and thus gives the once abhorred labours 
of conscientious Unitarians, a countenance 
and support quite free from suspicion, except 
perhaps with Dr. Miller and his friends, who 
have discovered and reprobated a remarkable 
sympathy and connection between learning 
and Unitarianism. 


(To be continued.) 
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THE SOUTHERN INTELIGENCER. 


We have seldom witnessed even in the un- 
hallowed arts,with which religious controversy 
has too generally been chargeable, a more 
gross and palpable instance of perversion and 
misrepresentation than that contained in an 
article in the last “ Southern Intelligencer”’ 
headed, Proresson- Norton. We are sorry 
to be obliged to hold such a language as this; 
but we do not in our consciences think that 
it is stronger than the occasion calls for. 
What, so far as we can judge from the tenor 
of his remarks, was the object and design of 
the writer ? Certainly, to represent Mr. Nor- 
ton as holding up to ridicule and contempt, 
as an object of loathing and horror, the re- 
ligion of the gospel! as “ feeling and expres- 
sing the fullest abhorrence for those religious 
principles, which were the only support and 
consolation of our fathers &c.; as attempting 
to elevate reason above the spirit of God, and 
to overturn the main pillars of the Christian 
fabric.” 

These are serious charges, and, if well 
founded, would prove Mr. Norton to be, 
not only disqualified for the station he holds 
in the university, but destitute even of com- 
mon honesty, and unworthy to associate with 
men of fair and honorable minds. For Mr. 
Norton is a professed believer in the doctrines 
of the gospel, and numbered among those 
who have been set apart to defend and enforce 
them. If then the representation, which this 
writer has given of his pamphlet, be correct, 
language is hardly adequate to express the 
measure of his guilt and baseness. But we 
have no hesitation in afferming that,these char- 
ges are utterly destitute of foundation,that this 
representation is radically false. And we can 
hardly conceive it possible that any man can 
have perused the pamphlet, on which this 
writer animadverts, without perceiving that 
they are so. It is against the monstrous er- 
rors, which have been foisted into Christianity; 
against the absurdities, which have been em- 
bodied in human creeds, and falsely named 
Christianity;against the corruptions with which 
it has been nearly overwhelmed, that the at- 
tack of Mr. Norton is levelled; and not 
against the pure and sublime truths of the 
gospel; not against that invigorating and life 
giving spirit, which it breathes; not against 
the strong consolations, and animating hopes, 
that sustained the spirits of our fathers—not- 
withstanding what we believe to have been 
the errors of their faith—and which have ever 
* sustained, and comforted the pious heart un- 














der all the distresses and trials of life. Oh 
no—This writer may, as he evidently does, 
identify these errors, and corruptions with 
Christianity itself; and insist that all the rich 
hopes, and all the holy, and reforming influ- 
ences of religion flow from these dogmas of 
his creed. He may consider these as the main 
pillars of the Christian fabric, and quote Dr. 
Chalmers, and Dr. Scott to prove them so. 
And those who prefer the authority of these 
men, and such as these, to that of Jesus 
Christ and his Apostles, may so receive it. 
But he well knows, and he ought not to have 
kept it out of sight, that Mr. Norton does 
not, and that Unitarians do not, view the sub- 
ject in this light. He well knows that it is 
their firm and conscientious belief, that if the 
rubbish of these errors and corruptions were 
cleared away, the fabrick of Christianity 
would stand more firmly on its foundations, 
and rise in a brighter light, and fairer pro- 
portions to the eye. ‘This belief of theirs 
may be correct, or it may not; this is not the 
place to examine its correctness ; but, at least, 
they have a right to be considered as acting 
in conformity with this belief; they have a 
right to demand that their writings be inter- 
preted according to their avowed opinions, 
and not by the constructions, and inferences, 
and broad assumptions of their antagonists. 
They ought not to be represensed as attempt- 
ing to eflect objects,which,from their souls,they 
disavow. It is one thing to show, or endea- 
vour to show, that their system has a _perni- 
cious tendency, and another,and very different 
thing to accuse them of acting with mischiev- 
ous designs. This is the injustice we complain 
of; and it is a gross and flagrant injustise. It 
is a much easier task to alarm the fears, and 
awaken the suspicions, and inflame the pas- 
sions of the community,than to enlighten their 
minds, or correct their prejudices ; and to im- 
pugn the motives, and asperse the character of 
an antagonist, than to refute his arguments. 
But it is a course to which men of a fair and 
liberal mind will never resort. 

We do in our consciences regard the 
Caivinistic system as an utter perversion of 
the gospel of Christ. We believe that its re- 
presentation of the divine character, and of 
the character of man, have a natural tenden- 
cy to make men hate God, and hate each other, 
and despise themselves. We believe that, if 
it were universally, and heartily believed, 
and permitted to operate unchecked, and un- 
modified, it would render life intolerable, 
and throw into chaos the very elements of soci- 
ety. In short,it is impossible for our opponents 
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to entertain a deeper, and more heartfelt dis- 
approbation of our system of faith, than we 
do of theirs. But what then; Is it allowable 
for us to hold those, who entertain these opin- 
ions up to the community, as objects of 
suspicion or detestation’ Is it fair for us to 
represent them as engaged in the nefarious de- 
sign of loosening the bonds of moral obliga- 
tion, by representing God as unmindful of 
moral distinctions in the character of his 
creatures, and all human efforts as utterly 
worthless and unavailing? No, this we dare 
not do, lest we “bear fulse testimony against 
our brethren.” We know that it is only a par- 
tial and modified influence,generally speaking, 
which relig:ous opinions exert upon character ; 
aod we are persuaded that the plain precepts, 
the powerful sanctions, and the bright examples 
of the gospel, operate more powerfully on 
the heart and the life of this class of Chris- 
tians than do these speculative errors of their 
creed. 

Our own system of opinions we believe to 
be the truth as it is in Jesus—the genuine 
gospel of Christ. In this persuasion we are 
as earnest and sincere as our opponents can 
possibly be in theirs; and we think it of im- 
mense importance, that our views of religion 
should obtaina general prevalence in the world. 

But shall we therefore represent these, who 
differ from us as enemies of the truth, as 
engaged in the-unhallowed purpose of under- 
mining the fabric of Christianity, and of 
elevating human authority above both reason 
and the word of God? Such is the odious 
light, in which the writer in the Intelligencer, 
and others of the same school, constantly 
represent Unitarians. ‘There is no contempt- 
ous, or vituperative epithet, which the odium 
theologicum can find, or invent, which has 
not been heaped upon us. Nothing is more 
easy than to retort abuse; but nothing, at 
the same time, is more adverse to the spirit 
of him, who when he was reviled, reviled 
not again. We trust we shall never imitate 
so ill an example—we really feel no tempta- 
tion to do so. We readily admit that our op- 
ponents, generally, are as honest and consci- 
entious as ourselves. We recognize among 
them many bright examples of Christian ex- 
cellence; many whom we esteem and love as 
brethren in the gospel, though they, perhaps, 
will not acknowledge the relationship. ‘This 
measure which we mete to others, we think we 
have a right to require at their hands. We 
ask only that our motives, and characters be 
not aspersed, nor our opinions, either wilfully, 
er through culpable uegligence misrepresented. 














From fair discussion we have never shrunk,and 
never shall; persuaded as we are that the 
more thoroughly they are discussed, the more 
extensive and complete will be the triumph 
of our opinions. 

We have one word to say on the subject of 
mystery, with regard to which this writer 
affirms that Unitarians differ from St. Paul. 
This is easily said, and as easily denied ; and 
where no argument is adduced, we hold the 
one to be equivalent to the other. In order 
however, to come at the truth on this ques- 
tion, it is necessary we should be informed 
what this writer meansby mystery. ‘Lill this 
is done, we are labourng in the dark. We 
have never yet met with an orthodox defini- 
tion of the terms, which was not as unintelli- 
gible as the doctrine, to which it is so habit- 
ually applied. If he means by mystery, 
what we take to be its uniform sense in the 
New-Testament, something hidden, some- 
thing unknown ; then we say, that his remark 
is just—and that Unitarians are determined 
to have no mysteries in their religion: For 
the best reason in the world; that what is un- 
known is to them as tho’ it were not. “ Things 
that are revealed belong tous.” With the 
unrevealed, we have no concern. Whatever 
has been revealed, we take it, as a mystery 
no longer. If by mystery he means some- 
thing unintelligible, then we answer that doc- 
trines which are unintelligible, do indeed 
make no part of our system of faith; and, 
whatever this writer may think, we are bold 
to inform him, that neither do they in fact 
make any part of his. Unintelligible doctrines 
we consider a contradiction in terms. ‘That 
which is unintelligible can never be taught. 
If by mystery he means only, that whieh can- 
not be fully comprehended, or followed out 
into all its bearings and relations; then we 
say that Unitarians have no more difficulty in 
admitting mysteries than Trinitarians. It is 
needless to pursue this subject further at pre- 
sent, and we conclude with the words of Bax- 
ter, which, while we recommend them to the 
attention of our opponents, we would not fail 
to apply to ourselves. 

* While we wrangle here in the dark, we 
are dying, and passing to the world, that will 
decide all our controversies; and the salest 
passage thither is by peaceable holiness.” 
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